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that the formalities of the proper law are-sufficient1 cannot be
extended to a bill of exchange. ^^^
/     The statute, however, raises/tw^> exceptions to the predomi- Exceptions
? nance of the lex loci contractus. ^"""^ <=i~~"~	to rule
^jrstj.a bill issued out of the United Kingdom is not invalid (0 Foreign
by reason only that it is not stamped in accordance with thestamplaws
law of the place of issue.2 On the principle that claims based on
foreign revenue laws will not be enforced,3 it has long been the
rule that a contract made abroad is not void in England merely
because it lacks the stamp required by the law of the place
where it was made, unless, indeed, that law provides that an
unstamped instrument shall be absolutely void.4 Having regard
to the terms of the Act, however, it would seem that even in
this last case a bill of exchange will not be invalid in England.
Secondly, a bill issued out of the United Kingdom which is (») English
formally valid according to the law of the United Kingdom, tlth**8
though not according to the law of the place of issue, is, for foreign bins
the purpose of enforcing -payment thereof, valid as between all
persons who negotiate^ hold or become -parties to it in the United
Kingdom $ The object of this exception, presumably, is to
remove impediments from negotiability, for if the validity of
a foreign bill depended upon its flawlessness by the law of the
place of issue its negotiation in this country might be seriously
affected.
If, for instance, a bill in the English form is drawn in France on an
English drawee, indorsed in blank by the drawer in France^ and later
indorsed in England to the plaintiff, the acceptor cannot refuse pay-
ment merely because an indorsement in blank was void by French law
at the time of its issue.6
It must be noticgi however, that the operation of the exception
is restricted in(]fcwojh??pects-
~ In the first place, a holder who relies upon the exception
must prove that both he and the person against whom he seeks
to enforce payment became parties to the bill in the United
1 Supra, p. 237.	2 S. 72 (i), proviso (a).	* Supra, p. 136.
4	Bristow v. Sequeville (1850), 5 Exch. 275, 279; James v. Catherwood
(1823), 3 D. & R. 190. The two Geneva conventions mentioned above, p. 268,
provide that no cheque, bill of exchange, or promissory note is to be absolutely
void for want of a stamp, though it may be made unenforceable until stamped.
5	Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 72 (i), proviso (3).
6	Cp. In re Marseilles Extension Ry. & Land Co. (1885), 30 OLD. 598,
where, however, the bills were drawn before the Bills of Exchange Act came into
orce. Th e French law was altered in 1922.

